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December 10, 2003

Marlene Dortch, Secretary
Federal Communications Commission
445 12th Street, SW
Washington, DC 20554

RE: Written Ex Parte Presentation ofNexte1 Communications, Inc.
Wireless Termination Tariffs, CC Docket No. 01-92

Dear Ms. Dortch:

As the Commission is aware, Nextel Communications, Inc. ("Nextel") opposes
state filed ILEC wireless termination tariffs as unlawful. On numerous occasions, Nextel
and other CMRS carriers demonstrated that unilaterally filed wireless termination tariffs
contravene the interconnection and reciprocal compensation requirements of the
Communications Act. In particular, wireless termination tariffs, and the rates contained
therein, violate the ILECs' Section 251(b) (5) duty "to establish reciprocal compensation
arrangements."] Indeed, wireless termination tariffs typically involve one-way
arrangements that, by ILEC fiat, require CMRS carriers to pay ILECs for call termination
but do not reciprocally require ILECs to pay CMRS carriers for their call termination
costs. In addition, wireless termination tariffs typically contain access-type charges for
traffic termination and thus violate the cost-based pricing standards contained in Section
252(d) of the Act.

This ex parte follows up on the meetings between Nextel and T-Mobile USA, Inc.
and staff of the Wireline Competition Bureau and Wireless Telecommunications Bureau
collectively on May 16, as well as the meetings between Nextel and the Wireline
Competition Bureau staff and Wireless Telecommunications Bureau staff on July 10 and
July 15, 2003, respectively. During those meetings, the participants discussed the issues
related to CMRS-ILEC interconnection, including the T-MobilelNextel petition for
declaratory ruling requesting the Federal Communications Commission ("FCC" or
"Commission") to declare unlawful wireless termination tariffs filed by rural ILECs.
Specifically, the meeting participants discussed the state wireless termination tariffs filed
by CenturyTel, Inc. in its multi-state service areas and certain representations made by
CenturyTel to the FCC staff that such termination tariffs are "lawful" and "cost-based,"
and necessary to ensure that wireless carriers will come to them to negotiate
interconnection arrangements.

In particular, this written ex parte provides further information and reason for
prompt Commission action granting the T-MobilelNextel petition for declaratory ruling

] 47 U.S.c. § 251(b)(5) (emphasis added).
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that state filed ILEC wireless termination tariffs are unlawful under the Communications
Act of 1934, as amended. The additional information provided herein demonstrates that
the earlier representations by CenturyTel are without merit.2

Earlier this year, CenturyTel undertook a full-scale attempt to file unlawful
wireless termination tariffs in the majority of its multi-state service region. The rates
contained in those tariffs typically exceed two or three cents per minute for a non­
reciprocal termination charge. The tariffs do not provide for any payment from
CenturyTel to CMRS carriers for intra-MTA traffic originated by a CenturyTel customer
and terminated on a CMRS carrier's network. The CenturyTel non-reciprocal rates are
far in excess of the reciprocal compensation rates (roughly $0.0007 per minute) that
Nextel has in place with the Regional Bell Operating Company operating in the same
states as CenturyTel.

Regrettably, in the states of Alabama, Mississippi, Missouri, New Mexico,
Oklahoma and Washington, CenturyTel's wireless termination tariffs were approved or
allowed to become effective without any investigation of the rates and terms contained
therein. In light of actions taken by CenturyTel in other states, these unlawful wireless
termination tariffs should not be allowed to remain in effect.

It is most telling that in the states of Arizona, Colorado, Idaho, Indiana, Iowa
Montana, Nevada, Oregon, Tennessee, and Wyoming where CenturyTel's wireless
termination tariffs came under scrutiny, CenturyTel chose to withdraw its tariff filings
rather than justify and defend the rates and terms contained therein. Appropriately, some
state commissions recognized that CenturyTel's wireless termination tariffs contained
terms that conflict with the provisions of the Communications Act. In these jurisdictions,
the state commission staff initiated formal investigations of the tariffs requiring that
CenturyTel provide some justification of the rates and terms contained in the tariffs.
CenturyTel's response was to withdraw its tariff filing as noted in the following
examples:

• In Colorado, the PUC suspended CenturyTel's wireless termination tariff on May
28,2003 and set the tariff for formal hearing on September 19,2003. CenturyTel
filed a motion to withdraw the tariff on July 29,2003, which was deemed
effective on September 4, 2003.

2 See, e.g., CenturyTel Ex Parte Letter, CC Docket No. 01-92 (filed July 11,2003).
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• In Idaho, after receiving "numerous calls from wireless providers expressing
concerns about this tariff," the Idaho PUC determined to suspend the tariff and set
it for comment. CenturyTel withdrew its Idaho tariff on July 9,2003.

• In Iowa, the state commission issued an order on June 27,2003 setting
CenturyTel's tariff for further review. In addition, the Iowa Commission ordered
CenturyTel to file a response to the objections that had been filed against the
tariff, including the joint opposition filed by Verizon Wireless, U.S. Cellular, and
AT&T Wireless, which directly challenged the rates for interconnection set forth
in the tariff. On July 16, 2003, CenturyTel withdrew the tariff.

• In Montana, the PSC served CenturyTel with discovery requests on July 9,2003.
In particular, the Montana PSC requested CenturyTel to provide the "actual
annual costs" that CenturyTel incurs and thus finds necessary to recover from
wireless carriers for termination of wireless traffic. Furthermore, the staff asked
CenturyTel to "[e]xplain how the estimate is made and how CenturyTel knows
that only CMRS are responsible for this cost incurrence." The staff also asked for
both non-proprietary information and proprietary materials to explain how the rate
contained in the tariff (over 3 cents) was calculated. CenturyTel withdrew its
Montana tariff on July 14, 2003.3

What is evident is that CenturyTel has been provided with ample opportunity in
numerous states to justify the rates contained in its wireless termination tariffs. When
CenturyTel had an opportunity to do so and show that its wireless termination tariff rates
were cost-based and fair, CenturyTel chose instead to withdraw its tariff and not to
answer the questions posed by the relevant state commissions. CenturyTel has
demonstrated that it simply cannot justify the rates, terms and conditions contained in any
of its wireless termination tariffs under any reading of the Communications Act's
interconnection provisions.4

3 See Attachments for a full list of CenturyTel's state wireless termination tariff
withdrawals.

4 Despite certain claims that it withdrew the tariffs for reasons of "workload"
manageability, it is plain that in the majority of cases CenturyTel has withdrawn its tariffs
because the tariffs have been set for investigation and CenturyTel would be required to
justify its tariff filings.
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Based on CenturyTel's pattern of withdrawal of its wireless termination tariffs
when challenged, currently effective CenturyTel state wireless termination tariffs, which
went unchallenged as to CenturyTel's claim that they were "lawful" and "cost-based,"
should not be allowed to stand.5 Once again, Nextel strongly suggests that the actions by
CenturyTel and the conflicting state commission decisions on this matter demonstrate the
need for Commission action in the above-referenced docket related to CMRS-ILEC
interconnection, and in particular, the T-MobilelNextel petition for declaratory ruling
requesting the FCC to declare unlawful wireless termination tariffs filed by CenturyTel
and other ILECs.

We have attached for your reference, a copy of CenturyTel's tariff withdrawal
letters filed with each state commission and a chart showing the states that have requested
information from CenturyTel and where, in response, CenturyTel has withdrawn its
tariffs. Please do not hesitate to contact me if you have any questions with the attached
documents.

5 Any claims by CenturyTel that termination tariffs are necessary to engage CMRS
carriers in interconnection negotiations are completely disingenuous. Nextel has never
refused to negotiate with any ILEC that requests interconnection pursuant to Section 251
of the Act. Furthermore, as CenturyTel itself admits, it has reciprocal compensation
arrangements in place with several CMRS carriers, including Nextel West. See
CenturyTel Ex Parte Letter, CC Docket No. 01-92, at 1 (filed July 11, 2003). Nextel
West is an operating subsidiary of Nextel Communications, Inc.
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In accordance with the Commission's rules, one copy of this letter is being filed
electronically in the above-captioned docket. Copies of this letter are also being provided
to the Commission staff listed below.

LSG

cc: John Muleta, Wireless Telecommunications Bureau
Cathy Seidel, Wireless Telecommunications Bureau
Jennifer Tomchin, Wireless Telecommunications Bureau
Jared Carlson, Wireless Telecommunications Bureau
Peter Trachtenberg, Wireless Telecommunications Bureau
Stacy Jordan, Wireless Telecommunications Bureau
Joseph Levin, Wireless Telecommunications Bureau
William Maher, Wireline Competition Bureau
Jane Jackson, Wireline Competition Bureau
Tamara Preiss, Wireline Competition Bureau
Steve Morris, Wireline Competition Bureau
Victoria Schlesinger, Wireline Competition Bureau
Jay Atkinson, Wireline Competition Bureau
Robert Tanner, Wireline Competition Bureau
Joshua Swift, Wireline Competition Bureau
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Status of CenturyTel WT If Withdrawn, Status of State
State Tariff Proceedinl! Prior to Withdraw

Arizona Withdrawn on September Tariff suspended; objection filed
9,2003. that tariffed rates not established

under TELRIC.
Colorado Withdrawal motion Protests filed; tariff suspended.

deemed effective on
September 4, 2003.

Idaho Withdrawn on July 9, Tariff suspended upon
2003. recommendation of staff.

Indiana Asked by IURC on August Informal review by staff.
20, 2003 to withdraw tariff;
formally withdrawn by
CenturyTel on September
4,2003.

Iowa Withdrawn on July 16, Objection filed on behalf of
2003. several carriers; commission

issued order setting tariff for
review.

Minnesota Staff recommendation on N/A
September 25, 2003 to
adopt CenturyTel tariff
with conditions, including
on condition that
CenturyTel submit a cost-
based rate; commission
adopted tariff with
conditions per staff
recommendation and
ordered CenturyTel to
submit a revised tariff with
cost-based rates by
December 18,2003.
CenturyTel has not yet
done so.

Montana Withdrawn on July 15, Set procedural schedule for pre-
2003 and docket closed on hearing discovery and pre-filed
August 19,2003. testimony; included discovery

request for cost basis of tariff.
Nevada Withdrawn on July 9, Comments and intervenors

2003. requested.

DC\39 I208\2



Oregon Motion to withdraw Commission suspended tariff and
granted on September 23, set for investigation because of
2003. concerns that the rates proposed in

the tariff did not appear to be
reasonable.

Tennessee Withdrawn on June 5, Tariff filed May 22, 2003. No
2003. proceeding started, including no

request made for comments.
Wyoming Withdrawn on August 29, Suspended and set for

2003. investi~ation.

DC\391208\2
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Arizona CorporaUon Commission
1200 West Wa'Shington
Phoenix, AZ 85007

Re: CenturyTel of the Southwest, Inc.
Docket No. T-035S4A-03-0364
Wireless Local Termination Tariff

To Whom it May Concern;

... 1,

RECEIVED
SEP 092003

LEGAL DIy.
ARIZ. CORPORATION COMMISSION

. -
C8nturyTei of the Southwest, Inc. hereby requ85w to withdraw its flllng. made on June 3,
2003, for a Wirl~less Local Termination Tariff.

CenturyTel flied this same type of tariff in most of the states in which it operates. It Is
211$0 the case that CenturyTel has found it to be very challenging to attempt to litigate the
filings in so many states at the same time. Therefore, in addition to Arizona, CenturyTel
is also withdrawing the filing In other select states In order to create a more manageable
workload.

CenturyTel does reserve the rlght to re-flle this tariff at a later date should it determine
that the expectud recovery of lost revenue due to the continued refusal of certain carriers
to enter Into Intl~rconnection agreements will exceed the costs of litigating the filing.

If there are any questions. I can be contacted at the above address or at
pam.donovan~lcenturytel.com .

...,.
Sincerely.

Pamela DonovEln,
Supervisor, Tariff

cc: Fennemore Craig, Attorneys for Qwest Corporation

TOTl'L P.02
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July 29. 2003

OygNIGHT CQUBIER

Bruce Smith. Executive SecrctatY
Colorado Public Utility CommisIion
1580 Logan Street
Lopn Towers, Office I.evel2
DeAver, CO 80203

R.e: Docket No. 03So228T

Dear Mr. Smith:

T-a1Z P. 0021008 F-711

.\

:E:Dclosed for ftliDg in the above-referenced d~1c.et please aD oriJinal and five (S)
~pies ofCDJIU1)1Tel'l Modon to Widulraw TariffAdvi" Lmfr.

Thank you for your atteI1tion 10 this matter.

Sincerely,

CKS:dm.
Enclosures

1- Regulatory

THE PUIU LITIE$ COMMISSIDN
FILED

JUl30

1V--v.ilII­
STATE OF co MOO
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BEPORlt THE PUBLIC 1lTILD'IES COMMISSION or" .. stAD iiiCOLORADO
. ZOG3 JU 30 ~l'~ 10: 23

Docket No. 038·2281 .... .

0: tHE INVES'IlGATION AND SUSPENSION OF TRAJPF S TS FILED BY
CBNTUR.YTEL OF COLORADO. INC. AND CENTORYTEL 0 BAGLS. INC.WITH
ADVICE I.BrTER. NO. 03oC3, AS AMBNDBD.

CENTURYTBL'S MOTION TO WITHDRAW.T

CentmYl'el ofColorado, Inc. and CcnnuyTel ofBagle,

"CenmryTclj. pursuant to 4 CC!t 723-1-22 (h) (3), hereby submi this motion to withdraw

TItitfAdvice Letter No. 03-03 u amended. TariffAdvice Letter o. 03-03 wu suspeaded

and set for hearing by the Commission inDecision No. 00-0582 adopted May 28, 2003 in

Dacbt No. 03S·Z88T.

TariffAdvice Letter No. 03-03 would have established a tariff'authorizing

assessment ofcharges for termination ofwirelcss inuaMTA TermiDadon ofsuch traBic

is preferably addressed in local UnercoIUlection agreements with

ThemoR the proposed new tariffwas intended to apply only in

interconncction agrccmcnts. CenturyTel has rcccnt1y made

achie\riq additional~cetionasreemcnts with wireless

ofits concerns regarding termination ofsuch traffic IDd thereby eviate the immediate need

for anew tariff.

CenturyTel submitS that interVening parties in this dock

withdrawal oftho tariffas all such parties have stated objection

JUt 3 2003.
IV~~

ITATI OF C LORADO
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Now therefore, CenturYI'el requests dW it be allowed 10 witlldraw TariffAcMeI' Letter

No. 03-03 u ames1ded.

llespeetfiJlly submitted thit,.29d1 day ofJuly 2003.

CENTtJR,YTEL OF CO
CENTUll'YTEL OF EA

CemuryTel
80S Broadway
Vancol1ve:l't WA 98661..
360-905-5958 Voice
360-905-5953 Fax
calVin.simshaW l.com

i .

.' .
THE 'UIU .mUTIEt COMMISSION

: FILED
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CERTlJi'ICATE Of SDVlCE

teopyof
No. 035-22n' was

ar below. bymailiDgpo..,.,prepaid to carry

CaiSD.loyce
Walters &: Jo
201SYOIkS
Denver. COB

DanielWa.
Davis. WriJht, TrettDab:ae. UP
1501 Fourth Av
2600 Century S
Sealtle, WA 981 l-1688

Simon P. Lipltein
AssiStlDt Attorney 0ena'a1 •
Office ofthc ~mtl'/General
1525 Sherman Street, SIli.FJooi­
Denver, CO 80203

Geri Santos·Rach
Public: Utilities Commission
1580 Logan Street, OL-2
Denver. CO 80203

leffrey Glover
CentutYI'el
P.O. Box 406S
Monroe, LA 71211

Cindy Manhoim
AT&T Wireless Servic:es
7277164· Avenue NE. RTe1
Redmond, WA 98052

SuzieRao
Western Wireless CoqJOfltiOI1
3~O 131"Avenue SE, #400
BoUewo, WA 98006

MarkK.W"illiams
Christian H. Hendrickson
Cage Williams Abelmm et Layden. PC
1433 171t1 Street
Denver, CO 80202

I hereby certify that on this 29th day of luly. 2003 I trUe aad
C~ryT"'1 M""." '" WIt1JtIrtIw TIlIfIf,thiNL«tD in D
served upon each oftbc pcsons whose names ad Iddses8cs
the same in sealed envelopes properlyaddrased. with suffici
the same to its c:Jcstinuion.

. '... :

litE PUBLIC UTIUnES COMMISSION
FILED

.Y~lIII­
STATI OF C ORAOO
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Me Jean Jewell
Secretary to the Commission
Idaho Public Utilities Commlsslon
472 West Washington Avenue
Boise, 10 83720

Re: CenturyTel of Idaho, Inc
Wlreleas Local Termination Tariff
Tariff Advice 03-06

Dear Ms. Jewell:

CenturyTel wishes to withdraw Its proposed new tariff for Intra~A traffic originated by
Commercial MobIle Radio 8ervlce (CMRS) providers who do lot have Interconnecllon
agreements with the Company and who terminate traftlc to r subaa'lbers of the
Company. The Company had originally requested that the fill ~ be made etfectlve on
July 2, 2003. Please withdraw the tiling.

If there are any questions, please contact me at the address I isted above or at my
telephone number, 360 905-7918.

Sincerely,

~~
Supervisor. Tartffs

/'
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September 4, 2003

Mr. Jerry Webb
Directo~ of GasJWaterlSewer
Indiana utility Regulatory Commission
302 West Washington Street, Suite E306
Indianapolis, IN 46204

RE: CentlJryTel of Odon. Inc.
Wireless Local Tenninatlon Tariff

Dear Mr. Webb:

FAX NO. P. 02/02

CenturyTel of Odon. Inc. hereby requests to withdraw the filing originally made on July
25,2003 for a Wireless Local TelTninatlon tariff. CenturyTel made the filing as a 30­
day filing. Staff has requested that we withdraw It and. ifwe want to continue, to refJle It
as a pelition. CenturyTel does reserve the right to re~file this tariff at a later date should
it determine that the expected recovery of lost revenue due to the continued refusal of
certain carriers to enter Into Interconnection agreements will exceed the costs of
litigating the filing.

If you have any questions concerning this filing, you may contact me at the above
address or epmail ma at pam.donovan@centurytel.com. My telephone number Is 360~
905·7918.

Sincerely,

~~<ROJYl
Pamela Donovan
$upeNisor, Tariffs

cc: OUCC

RECEIVED

SEP 5 2003
floIOJAt-IA LlTII.nY 1~"":;UL.l\mR\'

COMMISSION
OA.S/wATERISEWER DIVISION
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July 16, 2003

Ms. Judy COOper
Executive Secreta ry
Iowa Utilities Board
Iowa Department of Commerce
350 Maple Street
Des Moines, IA 50319-0069

CE~L
O~y ~.~I'Y

JUL 16 2003

,all"Ul1U'1'IES BOARD

In which itoperates.
the filings In so

drawing ttNt filing In
d.

CenturyTel filed this seme type Of tariff in most of the 8
CenturyTei has found that It I. unreellatfc to attempt to I
many states at the same time. Therefor. centuryTei Is
select states in order to create 8 more manageable worlel

Re: CenturyTeI of Poetvllle, Inc
Wireless Looal Terminetlon Tariff
TF-03-t65

Dear Ms. Cooper:

CenturyTei of Postvllle, Ino, hereby requests to withdraw • tiling made on May
29, 2003 to establish 8 new tariff for Wireless Local Term' atIon. Docket number
TF-oS-186 was aaaigned to the flUng.

CenturyTel does reserve the right to re-fli. this tariff at a I terdate should it
determine that the expected reoovery of lost revenue due the oonllnuecf refus.1
of certain carriere 10 entor into Interconnection 89,...",8 will e>eeeed the costs
of litigating the filing.

Sincerely.

~~~
Pamela Donovan
Supewisor, Tariffs

cc: Service Usl
Docket TF-03.165
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BEFORE lHE MINNESOTA Pl:)BLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION

leRoy Koppendrayer
Marshall Johnson
Ken Nickolai
Phyllis A. Reba
Gregory Scott

In the MatterofWjreJess Local Termination
TariffApplicable to Commercial Mobile Radio ,
Service Provi.ders that Do Not Have
Interconnection Agreements with CenturyTel ot"'
Minnesota

Chair
Commissioner
Commissioner
Commissioner
Commissioner

ISSUE DATE: November 18, 2003

DOCKET NO. P-5SI/M-03-811

ORDER REQUIRING REVISED FILING

PROCEDURAL mSTORX

On May 29,2003, CenturyTel ofMinn.esota (certturyTel) filed a tariff that would, among other
things, charge commercial mobile radio service providers ("CMRS providers" or "wireless
carriers") $0.02447 per minute to terminate a call to a Centurifellandline customer that
originated within the Minneapolis "Major TradiJig Area" (MTA).I But the tanffwould not apply
to carriers that had a Commission-approved i,nterconnection agreement or termination agreement
with CenturyTel that contained contrary terms.

On July 17, 2003, the Commission received comments from Century'Tel and collectively from
AT&T Wireless Services, Inc.; Midwest Wireless Communications, L.L.C.; NPCR, Inc., domg
business as Nextel Partners; Rural Cellular Corp.; T-Mobile USA, Inc.; and WWC Holding Co.,
Inc., doing business as Western Wireless (collectively, the Wireless Consortium).

On August 13, 2003, the CenturyTel, the Wireless Con.sortium, and the Minnesota Department of
Commerce (the Department) ·filed conunents. ,

The Commission met on September 25, 2003 to consider this matter.

I For purposes ofissuing licences for a kind ofcellular phone service called Personal
Commutiications Service (PCS), the Federal Communications Corporation (FCC) has divided the
COWltry mto 51 MTAs. See generally 47 C.F.R. § 24-202(a). The Minneapolis MTA
encompasses nearly all ofMinneSota and North Dakota, as well as parts ofIowa, South Dakota
and Wisconsin.

1

...



I. BACKGROUND

Sip e the 1980s, local service pro idees have charged a fee to transmit and complete calls01 ting on other Clllriers'. ne orl's.' These fees are sel forth in the providers' tariffs.'

Mp e recently, Congress has sou t to open the local telecommunications market to competition
b~ opting the Telecommunicati n Act of 1996 (1996 Act).4 The 1996 Act imposes different
o li .8tions on different ~te.gorie o~teleco~unicationsc~ers. For exampJ~, the 1996 Act
r res all teJecouuuUIllcations c ers tomtercuiulect theu networks to pomut the customers of
0ge carrier to call the customers another camer.s The 1996 Act and its accompanying
Ie . lations impose certain additi al duties on incumbent local exchange carriers (!LEes),
in' ding the duty to -

permit competitive carrier to interconnect with their networks on just, reasonable and
nondiscriminatory terms,6

establish recipro~ comp ation arrangements for the use ofone carrier's network to
transmit and complete cal from another carrier's customers,'

• negotiate in good faith th tenns ofthis intercormection and reciprocal compensation,&
including. submitting to bi ding arbitration where necessary,9 and

2 This compensation sch e arose when American Telephone and Telegraph Company's
exchange service operations were divested from its long-distance operations. See FCC

on Carrier Docket.78-72 'rd Report and Order, 93 F.C.C.2d 241 (reI. March 11, 1983),
~. con. FCC83-356 (reI.. Sept her 21, 1983); In the Matter ofa Summary Investigation Into
ln~ TA Toll Access Compens nonfor Local Exchange Carriers Providing Telephone Service
"1t in the Stare o/Minnesota, D eket No. P-999/Cl-85-582 FINDINGS OF FACT,
cp eLUSIONS OF LAW ORDER AND 8RDER INInATING SUMMARY

, BSTIGATIONS (November ,1987) (IntraLATA Toll Access Order).

3 IntraLATAToll Access der at 15-16 (selecting tariffs over contractual arrangements).

4 Pub.L.No. 104-104, 110 tat. 56, codified in various sections ofTitle 47, United States
C e.

547 U.S.C. § 251(a)(l).

647 U.S.C. § 251(c).

1 47U.S.C. §251(b)(5).

847 U.S.C. § 251(c)(l).

947 U.S.C. § 252(b).

2
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permit'a competitor to be "n using their networlcs immediately upon the competitor's
request to enter into an a eement fOT such use. 10

iprocal compensation arran ent sets forth the terms by which a carrier agrees to complete
c I to its subscribers that ori' te within the same local calling area but on another carrier's

ork, and vice versa. ~ompe ation may be h~~ed on the amount of traffic that each carrier
.8{I11w·lates to the other carrier's n ork. Alternatively, the caniers may agree to a "bill and keep"

gement whereby each carrie agrees to waive its right to bill the other for the use ofthe other
er's network. Reciprocal co pensation arrangements may displace traditional tariff
gements.

all the obligations ofan incumbent carrier, JJ including the
g ral obligation to negotiate in 000 faith. Only when a wireless carrier requests
infe connection and reciprocal co pensation does the 1996 Act require the carner to negotiate in
g~~ faith. 12 The Conunission h approved hundreds ofagreements between wireless carriersarr ILECs, derived through nego iation, arbitration, and the adoption oftenns approved in prior
aff ements.

ill CENTURYTEL'.TARI FILING

C 01 proposes a new tariff harging wireless carriers $0.02447 per minute to terminate a
10f call to a CentuIyTellandlin customer or to receive a call from a CenturyTellandline
elf mer. This tariff would appl except as otherwise provided in ~ Commission-approved
a ement between CenturyTel d a wireless camer. The tariffwould authorize CentutyTel todl ntinue service to any wirele carrier that fail~ to comply with the tariff.

IJ PARTYPOSmONS

11/: Wi:;e•• Consortium claim. hat CentuIYfel'. proposal is barred by federal law, arguing as
fo 1 ws:

•

•

Federallaw preempts slat law with respect to wireless carriers.
The 1996 Act establishes coIIiprehe~sivc scheme for creating compensation mechanisms
for ILECs and therefore p eernpts any state law'compensation schemes.
By unilaterally imposing price on a wireless carner, CenturyTel's proposed tariff
'undercuts the carner's b aining position 'and represents bad-fflith bargaining.

10 47 C.F.R. '§ 715(a).

II 47 U.S.C. § 153(26) (:nte tenn "local exchange carrier" does not include providers of
erda! mobile service," th eby exempting wireless camers from LEe obligations).

"
12 47 C.F.R. § 715(a).

3
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In a dition, the Wireless Consorti m claims that CenturyTel's tariffis unreasonable. It argues that
C Tel's proposed terminatio rate is excessive, does not reflect CentwyTel's costs, and
ap , ars to be a kind ofaccess ch ge. The effect ofthis unreasonably high rate is to discriminateagr t carri(,"fS that lack terminal" n agreements with CentwyTel.

e Consortium complains that e tariff does not provide reciprocal compensation, in that it does
n rovide for CenturyTel to co pensate wireless carriers when CenmryTel sends traffic over a
wiess camer's network, Addit onally, the Consortium objects that the proposed tariff provides

iscontinuingservice to wirel ss carriers that violate the tariffs terms.

ly, the Consortium argues th t the tariff is unnecessary, The fact that many wireless carriers
entered into interconnection greements with !LECs refutes CenturyTel's argument that it
a means to compel wireless arriers to negotiate reciprocal compensation. The Consortium
ds carriers that terminate c s to Century'Tel's network without any agreement, arguing that
y carriers maintain de facto ill and keep arrangeme.(,lts with caniers with whom traffic levelsarr mall or balanced.""

I; B. CenturyTel

C . el asks the Commission () approve its proposed tariff. What the Wireless Consoniwn
· acterizes as "de/acto bill and keep arrangemt;/:us" CenturyTel decries as a practice by which

in wireless carners avoid pa "ng for the use ofCenturyTel's seIVice.

C~. Tei emphasizes that its pr posed tariffwould not apply to any wireless carrier that had a
~~ ission.appro~ed a~eemen wit:h CenturYfel coD~ining: contrary terms. Nor would the tariff
l~P nge upon a camer's nght to btam an agreement wIth CenturyTel; the 1996 Act guarantees
thfot right. Centw}'Tel has no reI ce to enter into such agreements with wireless camers, To
thf ntrary, the Wireless Conso 'urn acknowledges CenturyTel's history of entering into
infe connection agreements and t ination agreements with wireless carriers. Consequently>
C el argues, the tariffdoes not conflict with.or otherwise affect the operation of the 1996
Aft Rather, the tariff is design to address ocly those carriers that decline to avail themselves ofthr 996 Act, both its benefits an its duties. .

C el disputes the claim th the 1996 Act preempts state procedures for inter<:arriet'
pensation by providing a rehensive scheme ofits own. CenturyTel argues that the 1996

Aft does not provide a mechanis by which CenturyTel can compel a wireless carrier to enter into
n~ tiations over the terms for us ng CenturyTel's network. Consequently, the 1996 Act's scheme
isI t comprehensive> and this a ect of state regulation has not been preempted.

VJjh Ie CenturyTel acknoWledges at its proposed ,termination rate is higher than the termination
:#.' in SOIl).e ofCenturyTel's int nnection agreements, CenturyTel argues that the cost ofI' reins a tennination tariffwi a wireless camermay justifY the higher ovahead costs.

4
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It may very well be that a MRS provider negotiating an Interconnection
Agreement can argue that e costs of exchanging traffic with it are lower that the
costs of exchanging traffi with an uncooperative CMRS provider whose traffic
must be searched out, trac -ed down and invoiced through a general tariff

provision.14

dition, the Department argu that the tariffs should provide for reciprocity and should not
. ge wireless carriers for calls riginating on CenturyTel's network. While the Department
, es that state-law tariffs are n t subject to the 1996 Act's reciprocity,requirement, the

D • artment recommends that Ce tUIyTeI add to its tariff a statement to the effect that nothing in
thr ariffprec1ndes CenturyTel fr m providing reCiprocal compensation. MOreover, while
Cf. .. el cannot establish the te that a wireless provider will charge for terminating
C el's calls. CentutyTel d take a step in that direction. Specifically. CenturyTel's tariff

, d offer to credit a wireless "er for the amoUnt of traffic that CenturyTel terminates to that
er's network. In this manner, the tariffcould provide a kind ofcompensation to a wireless
er without explicitly setting tes for the carrier.

C el disputes the claim th its proposed tariff is discriminatol)' or otherwise unreasonable.
Bf': use any carrier may opt out f the tariffby simply exercising its right to enter into an
inle nnection agreement, Cen Tel argues that concerns abo"Ut the tariffs discriminatoryi P ct should be discounted.

i C. The Department
!

Sii 1ar to CenturyTel, the Dep ent concludes that the Commission has the authority to approve
a ' off designed to recover tenn' tion charges from wireless carriers that are not otherwise

~. ed by an agreement. But e Deparbnent ~""resmany ofthe Wireless Consortiwn'sJ; ems about the terms of the cdic tariffproposed by CenturyTel., '

, Department recommends tha the Commission not allow CenturyTeI's proposed tariff to take
e until after CenturyTel has ovided additional infonnation, and perhaps after it has revised
th aliff's terms. In particular, e Department argues that Centul)'Tel should demonstrate that its
prr sed rates reflect its costs an are not otherwise unreasonably discriminatory.. The '
D artment argues that the tariff' hould not permit CenturyTel to unilaterally discontinue service
to acarrier. The Department see, clearer language specifying that the tariffwould not apply
w' an interconnection agreemept exists between the parties, and recommends the following:
, s tariff applies unless a Co .ssion·approved intercoJUl.ection agreement exists between the
C: Sprovider and the Telepho e Company:'

14 CenturyTel reply couun nts at 13-14.
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I

I

I
IVj. COMMISSION ACTIO

I
I A. Commission Aut ority to Approve Tariff

In ~ posing CenturyTel's propos ,the Wireless Consortium argues that the Commission is pre­
5 ed by both federal· regulation ofwireless service in general, and by the 1996 Act in panicular.j¢ Commission is not persuade .

T~e fact that this tariff addresses, ireless carriers does not mean that the tariff is beyond the
C~" ission's authority. The tari does not purport to regulate the rates charged by wireless
C , ers; it regulates the rates char cd by a telephone company, which is a matter indisputably
wi, 'n the Commission's jurisdi .on. Minnesota Statutes § 237.07, subdivision 1, states:

Every telephone company shall keep on file with the department a specific rate, toll,
Or charge for every kind 0 noncompetitive service and a price list for every kind of '
service subject to emergin competition, together with all rules and classifications
used by it in the conduct the telephone business, inclUding limitations on
liability.

TJstatute authorizes the type 0 tariff contemplated·here.

Tll~ Wireless cons,orti\UD also ar es that the 1996 Act included a comprehensive scheme for
i~l' carrier compensation, thereb preempting state mechanisms. In support ofthis assertion, the
C~: sortium notes mariy example oftennination agreements between wireless carriers and ILECs.
B,t e Consortium never identi s the statUtes or rules that would enable CenturyTel to requiresur agreements. The fact that ny wireless carriers have chosen to cooperate in arranging
m ' compensation is not proo that all carriers will do so. And if a carrier chooses not to do so,
th' atariffprovides an appropri te mechanism for securing compensation. As the Missouri
C~' ofAppeals concluded in a imilar case, "Th~ tariffs reasonably fill a void in the law wherethr ireless companies routinely . cumvent payment to the rural carriers by calculated

:fcon.",s, . b . 1 . cd .' 1 .. 'ffs J:'. B 'II M " al
':'-1. omnusslOn as preVlOUS y ermltt wire ess tennmation taIl, .lor arnesVl e umClp
T~l hone Company,16 Delavan elephone Company·7 and Lakedale Telephone Company. IS TheCl ission finds that it has aut rity to pennit CenturyTel to adopt such a tariff as well.

IS Sprint Spectrum. L.P.. al.. v. Missouri Public Service Commission, et af.. 2003 WL
1 681, _ S.W.3d _ (Mo. Ap . W.D. 2003).

16 Docket No. P-502/M-9 -1095; tariff effective July 28, )998.

11 Docket No. P-51/M-98- 68; tariff effective July 8,1998.

18 Docket No. P-413/M-9 -216; tariff effective May 27, 1998.
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B.

Fir ing that the Commission has e authority to adopt a tariff charging wireless carriers a fee for
t "nating local traffic on a LE s network, the Commission must now address whether
C el's proposed tariff in p .cular warrants approval.

1. Rate

ignableto any given item and are typically allocated throughout
roportion to direct cost. For example, the Commission
irect cost ofunbundled network elements by 10.4% to reflect

el argues that the cost 0 enforcing a termination tariff with a wireless carrier mayjustify the
er overhead costs. But whe er or not CenturyTel might be able to justify its proposed rate based
fOlcement costs. CenturyTe has not done so yet. .The Commission will direct CenturyTel to

e its tariff filing t '

C , el proposes to charge $. 2447 per minute to complete a local call from a wireless carrier
to a CenturyTel customer, unless he camer has an agreement with CenturyTel that provides for a
di ent charge. The Departmen and the Wireless Consortium argue that this rate is not justified
b~', enturyTel's costs. The Dep ent argues that CenturyTel's rate incorporates a
di roportionate share ofCen d's overhead costs. The Consortium characterizes the rate as a
p :' 'bited access rate.

o~ head costs are not directly
a f: mpany's operations, often in

~
orizes Qwest to increase the

o : head costs.19

, 's case, Centw:yTel says that t calculated its proposed tennination charge by identifying direct
c $ related to this service. inclu 'ng"Conunon Overhead" costs, ofS.OO921 per minute, But
C ' Tel then increases this unt by 166% to recover ad<litional unspecified overhead costs,
ref ting in its proposed charge 0 $.02447 per minute. Inoontrast, CentuIyTel acknowledges that
thF ermination rate in many of j interconnection agreements with wireless providers is only.s.r 8 per minute. '

~
Ie the Wireless Consortiwn c aracterize CenturyTel's proposed rate as an "access" rate. the

C ortiwn is unclear about wha: distinguishes an access rate from a temlination rate. While
a <? s rates apply to calls betw .parties in diffe,rent local calling areas, Ce:nturyTel has not
p' sed to apply its termination ariff to such calls. In essence. the Consortium's access rate
ar' ment appears to be another y ofarguing that CenturyTel's rate is excessive.

19 In the Matter ofthe Co mission Review and Investigation ofQwest's Unbundled
Nf ork Elements Prices, Docke No. P-421/CI-Ol-1375.,ln 'the Matter ofthe Commission's
R 'ew and Investigation ofCert in Unbundled NelWorkElement Prices ofQwesl, Docket No.
P 2,421, 3012/M-OI-1916 0 ER SETI'ING PRICES AND ESTABLISHING
P CEDURAL SCHEDULE (0 TOber 2.2002). Attachment p. A-2.
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2.

A i oted above, CenturyTel argu that there may be a basis for charging more to tenninate calls
p ant to a tariff than pursuant an intercoIUlection agreement. But given the size ofthe disparity
be. een these two tennination rat , the Department and the Wireless Consortium express concern
th t CenturYTel's proposed tariff ouId discriminate against a wireless carrier that lacks an
in e connection agreement. The ommission shares these concerns and will direct CenturyTel. in
fil' its revised tariff, to ensw-e at its proposed rates are not unreasonably discriminatory.

3.

8

20. Minn. Stat. § 237.07,

21 See, for example, Dock No. P-54261M-97~850 (August 13, 1997).

. dition, the COIIUIlission favo s the Department's recommendation that CentwyTet offer to
cr! 't a wireless carrier for the ount of traffic that CenturyTel tenninates to that carrier's
n~: ork. The Commission will d reet CenturyTel to include such a provision in its tariffor
el~ ain,whythis recommen~tio is not technically feasible. .

4. Effect of terconnection Agreement
. .

I

~l arties agree that CenturyTel' proposed tariff should not apply to a wireless carner where
C turyTel has an interconnectio agreement with the carrier. The Department argues that the
l~ ge of the proposed tariff d be made clearer on this point, and recommends that the
C . .ssion direct CenturyTel to clarify this language. Th.e Commission finds this
rJ mmendatioD reasonable, and 'Jl direct CentwyTel to comply.

5. Discontin ance of Service

C turyTel's proposed tariff stat that CenturyTel may discontinue service to a wireless carrier if
arner fails to comply with th tariff, including failing to pay, The Commission prohibits any

: •eJ,' from disconnecting anoth without prior Gommission approval.:%l The Department

T~~ Wireless Consortium argues at CenturyTel's proposed tariffis deficient because it is not
r j rocaI- that it, it requires pa ents froiD wireless carriers to CenturyTel but does not provide for
p ents from CenturyTel to wir less providers. While the 1996 Act requires that interconnection
a~< ents provide for reciprocal compensation. tariffs filed pursuant to Minnesota Statutes only
~V r the rates charged by the r lated eritity.20 Consequently, CenturyTel had no obligation to
inr de in its tariffs the rates that ireless carriers could charge CenturyTel.

Nf ertheless, nothing in the tan precludes a wireless carrier from charging CenturyTel the same
rat' that CenturYTel charges the ·reless carrier. To clarify this point, the Conunission will direct
C . turyTel to state this fact in its &riff, as recoIm"o7!.:nded by the Department. '
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direct CenturyTel to confonn its tariff to this policy. The
's recommendation reasonable and will direct CenturyTel to

6. Traffic 0 .dnating from CenturyTel Customers

t ofCenturyTel's tariffp . s to charges for completing calls to CennuyTel's customers
o~r . ated by wireless customers. But the proposed tariffs Section F ("Land to Mobile
T otting") would impose a c arge on wireless carriers for the privilege ofcompleting calls
orr-' 'nated by CentUiyTel's custo ers. This language violates longstanding convention and FCC
ror :n The Department recomm nds that this part of tho tariffbe deleted. The Commission finds
J~ recommendation reasonable d will direct CenturyTel to comply.

Commission will so order.

ORDER

1.: submit a revised filing that contains the following features:

•

cost-based rates;
a rate that is not 0

a statement that th tariff does not eliminate reciprocity for termination rates;
a provision for off: etting the amount oftraffic that a wireless carrier terminates on
CenturyTel's n rk by the amount oftraffi,c that CentUIyTel terminates to the
wireless camer's etwork, if technically feasible;
language clarifyin that the tariffdoes not apply when an interconnection
agreement exists b tween the parties, such as "This tariffapplies unless a
Commission-appr :ved interconnection agreement exists between the CMRS
provider and the T lephone Company";
language to the e et that termination ofsavice shall not occur without prior
Commission appl' al; and .
deletion of Sectio F (Land to Mobile Transmitting).

2247 C.P.R, § 51.703(b).
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July 14, 2003

RECEIVED' BY

ltD] JUl '5 AM 9: SS
?UGUC SERVICE

COMMISSION

Mr. Steve VIck, Administrator
Montana Public Service Commission
1701 Prospect Avenue
PO Box 202601
Helena, Montana 59620.2601

Re: Transmittal No. 03-04
Docket No. 02003.4.47

Dear Mr. V1ck:

C8nturyTel of Montana, Inc. dba CenUyTeI hereby requests to WI Tariff Transmittal No.
03-04, fUed on Aprtl7, 2003 to estabNsh anew tarttr for Wireless Termination. Docket No.
02003.4.47 was assigned to the flUng.

CenturyTel flied this ssme type of tarftr In most of the states In whlch I operates. CenturyTeI
has found that It Is unreaUstlc to attempt to RUgate the fllflVl'n 80 m y states at the same time.
Therefore CenturyTells withdrawing the nllng In select states In order to create a more
manageable workload.

CenturyTel does reaerve the right to re-file this tariff at a later date
expected recovery of lost revenue due to the continued refusal of ce n carriers to enter Into
interconnection agreements win exceed the costa of litigating the filing

SIncerely,

Pamela Donovan
SupervISor, Tariffs

cc: service List
Docket 02003.4.47

f
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July 9,2003

PUC POLICY
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above or at my

MI. Crystal Jackson
CommIaIon Secretary
Public UtIIItf..Commillion of Nevada
1160 Eatt WIlliam S1reet
CaIson City tN 89701

Re: CtnUyTei of the Gem State,lnc
Wireless Local Termination T."
Tarllf AdvIce: 3-03 Ind Docket 0U020

Dear Ms. Jackson:

centuryTei wIahes to withdnIw Ita proposed new tariff far Intni 'A tramc OI1gInatBd b)'
Commercial MabIle R8dlo service (CMRS) providers \W) do have~
agreements with the Company and who terminate IrafIIc to WlCll-UlllN'subsatbers rib
Company. The Company had originally requested that1h. be made e1recdve on
July 9, 2003. Pie..withdraw the filing.

If there .... any questions, pie... contact me It the addre&81
telephone ",.mber, 380 9CJ6.7918.

Sincerely,

~~f'-
Supervlsor,Tarllfs

ce: Attorney General's Office
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September 11,2003

Kaye Barnes
Administrative Hearinp Division
Oregon Public Utility Commission
PO Box 2148
Salem, OR 97308-2148

Re: UT 156 CentUJyTcl Tariff

IaI 002

.Reetv16
SEP 122003

P.U.C.
~

CEN~TEL

RECEIVED

SEP 12zan

Enclosed for filing please find an original and 5 copies ofCenturyTel'.s Moti()n &0 Withdraw
TariffAdvt~e Letrer in the above~feren(\ed matter.

Sincerely,

~e~
Calvin K.. Simshaw
Assoc. G~. Counsel

Encl.
cc: Alan Arlow, AU

Service List
Bill Weinman

DOCKETED
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BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION
. OF OREGON

IaJ 003

UT 156

In the Matter of )
)

CENTURYTEL OF OREGON, INC. )
)

Proposed Tariff for Telccotl'lD\umcations )
Service. )
Advice No. 246 )

RECE\'JED

SEP \.1.'1003

CENTURYTEL'S MOTION TO WITHDRAW TARIFF ADVICE LETTER

CentuJYTel ofOregon, Inc. and CenturyTel ofEastem Oregon, Inc. (collectively

."CenturyTel"), P\D'SU8nt to 4 CCR 860-013·0031, hereby submit this motion to withdraw Tariff

Advice No. 246. TariffAdvice No. 246 was suspended by tho Commission in Order No. 03·

383 dated July 1, 2003.

TariffAdvice No. 246 would have established a new tariff authorizing assessment of

charges for tennination ofwircless intraMTA traffic. Termination ofsuch traffic is preferably

addressed in local interconnection agreements with the wireless camOtS. Therefore the

proposed new tariffwas intended to apply only in the absence ofsuch interconnection

agreements. CenturyTel has recently made sufficient progress toward achieving additional

interconnection agreements with wireless camers so as to mitigate some of its concerns

regarding te:rmi.na.tion ofsuch traffic and thereby alleviating the immediate need for a new

tariff.

DOCKETED
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CenturyTe1 submits that intervening parties in this docket wiH not be prejudiced by

. withdrawal ofthe tariff.

Now therefore, CenturyTel requests that it be allowed to withdr~w Tariff Advice No.

246 and that the procedural schedule in this docket be vacated.

Respectfully submitted this 11th day of Se'Pt~ber2003.

CENTURYTEL OF OREGON, Inc.
CENTURYTEL OF EASTERN OREGON. Inc.

By !.uks gt;iAALv
Calvin K. SiW
Assoc. Gen. Counsel

CenturyTel
805 Broadway
Vancouver, WA 98661

360-90.5·5958 Voice
360-905-5953 Fax
calvin.simshaw@ccnturytel.com

~004
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CERTIFICATE OF'SERVlCE

1hereby certify that a true and correct copy ofCenturyTeJ's Motion to Withdraw Tariff
Advice Letter has been serVed on' each party listed below ...ia first class mail, postage
prepaid on September ii, 2003.

£~h.~
Dolores M. Miller

IaI 005

Jason Jones
DepanIDentofJustice
1162 Court Street NE
Salem, OR 97~Ol·4096

Alex M. Duane
Qwest Corporation
421 SW Oak Street, Room 810
Portland, OR 97204

Pam Donovan
CcnturyTel ofOregon, Inc.
805 Broadway
Vancouver, W A 98668·9901

Richard A. Finnigan
Law Office ofRichard A. Finnigan
2405 Evergreen Parle Dr SW, Suite B·I
Olympia. WA 98502

Lawrence H. Reichman.
Perkins Coie LLP
1211 SW Fifth Avenue, Suite 1500
Portland, OR 97204-03715

Mark P. Trinchero
Davis Wright Tremaine, LLP
1300 SW Fifth Avenue, Suite 2300
Portland, OR 97201-5682
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JunIS.2003

Dertene Standley,De~ ChWTelecom
Tenneeeee RagulldOlY Authodt)'
460J~Rabarlson Parkway
Nashvlne, TN 3724300505

RE: Request to tMthdraw tlrifffl~

Dear Ms. StanclI8y.

CentulyTeld~, Inc. dba CWltUryTei h8f9bY reQYlestI flo 'WIthdraw/itte filing
.made 011 May 22, 2003101' WIreIeee LA:lcII Termlndon.

~,

~~
Parnell! Donavan
Supervisor, T-",*

0.-.
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June 5. 2003

Darten. Standley, Deputy Ch/8fTelecom
Tenneaee ~u1atory AuthoritY
480 James RdMrIIon PIIkway
NuhvlUe. TN 37ZG0505

RE: Rtq....-t to withdraw dUng

Dear Ms. St8ndIey.

centlJlyTei of ClaIborne Inc. db8 cenuyTei herebyrequeafl to
May 22, 2003 forWnlBa LocII Termination.

Ifyou have anyqu~ns. You Cln ,con.tact me et 38().QD5-191'8, or the abolIe addrla.

SlncereJy,

~~o..OJV\
ParMI. Donovan
Supervtsor, rlml
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Juna5,2003

Darlene Stenchy, Deputy ChWTe~
Tennessee ReglU1Dry A/JltIcrtIy
.460 James Robertlcl" ParkwaY
Nashville, TN 37243-0506

RE: Req1.!est10....dlllW tlrmSing

Dear MI. st.ndley:

centuryTei ofAd~. \no. db8 c.nturvT-' heiWyreq~10
May 22, 2003 for Wlrel... l.aa8I T8r'frinatlon.

Ifyou have any quesllons, you can contact me at 36O-eOS.7g18. or

Sincerely.

G'4IM&o.~
Pamela Donovan
SUJ)ervI8or, Tarttr.

'.r •....

raw the tiOna made on
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August 28, 2003

Mr. Stephen G. Oxley, secretary
Wyoming Public service Commission
Hansen Building, Suite 30
2515 Warren Ave.
Cheyenne, Wyoming. 82002

RE: Docket No. 70003-TT-Q3-81

RECEIVED

AUG 2Rm03
Public Service Comm' .

W . ISS/on
ynmu19

Dear Mr. Oxley:

centuryTel ofWyoming Inc. dba C8nturyTel hereby requests to withdraw tariff Advice number
03-6, filed on June 9, 2003 to establish a new tariff for Wireless Local Termination.

CenturyTel has recently made sufficient progress toward achieving additional interconnection
agreements with wireless carriers so as to mitigate some of tts concerns regarding termination
of IntraMTA traffic and thereby alleviate the immediate need for a tariff.

centuryTel filed this same type of tariff in most of the states In which It operates. It is also the
case that centuryTel has found It to be vary challenging to attempt to litigate the filings in so
many states at the same time. Therefore, In addition to Wyoming, CenturyTel1s also
withdrawing the filing in other select states In order to create a more manageable workload.

CenturyTel does reserve the right to re-file this tariff at a later date should it determine that the
expeeled recovery of lost revenue due to the continued refusal of certain carriers to enter into
interconnection agreements will exceed the costs of litigating the filing.

Please address all correspondence and inquiries on this matter to me at the above address.
can also be contacted at telephone number 36o-~-7918.

Sincerely,

~~0UlA'1
Pamela Donovan
Supervisor, Tariffs

cc: Elizabeth Zerga, Counsel for
Western Wireless Corporation

TOTAL f.al


